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1.- INTRODUCTION.
Regional economic well-being has been traditionally associated with, among many other
variables, strong business dynamics and, in particular, with high rates of new business
formation. In the last ten to fifteen years much empirical work has been produced that tries to
better understand the relationship between regional development and the intensity of new
firms start-ups. In general, the results tend to confirm the expected positive relationship - with
some interesting nuances - but the task of identifying the spatial factors that foster
entrepreneurship, especially successful entrepreneurship, has proved to be complicated. This
paper adds some more information on the determinants of new business formation in the case
of the Spanish regions.
As usual we will refer briefly to previous work in this field. Geographical analysis of business
dynamics differs from non-geographical analysis in many aspects, but one of these is the
extent in which theoretical models are employed. By non-geographical analysis we mean a
plurality of approaches that consider space as abstract. The industrial organization approach is
one of them and has produced a set of entry models that, whatever their differences, are
founded on a few well-established concepts. These concepts relate entry behaviour with profit
incentives and barriers to entry. The work of Orr (1974) is usually referred to as the first
stylised formulation of a model of entry rooted in the industrial organization tradition.
Geroski (1991a) has produced further developments of this basic model, and Baldwin (1995)
argues that entry may occur even in a zero profit industry if entrants expect to displace
incumbents
1. Other non-spatial approaches use more dynamic settings: the schumpeterian
hypothesis of innovative entrepreneurship (Malerba and Orsenigo, 1995), evolutionary models
(Nelson and Winter, 1982), innovation models (Audretsch, 1995), product cycle models
(Klepper, 1996,), embodied technology models (Campbell, 1998), and learning models
(Jovanovich, 1982; Hopenhayn, 1992; Pakes and Ericson,1998).
By contrast, many theoretical models used in the geographical analysis of new business
formation, appear more open and loosely defined. Regional analysis relies to a greater extent
on insight, and on broad empirical tests with selected types of explanatory variables. But in
both types of approach, spatial and non-spatial, empirical results show a large degree of
variability and are open to more than one interpretation.
                                                       
1  Surveys on the industrial dynamic in Caves (1998); Gerosky (1995); Malerba and Orsenico (1996).3
The type of explanatory factors, and their corresponding indicators, adopted in a cross-
national research project carried out for the OECD (Reynolds, Storey, Westead, 1994) are a
fair representation of those considered most crucial in current research given the available
data. The adopted regional variables were: demand conditions (population growth and
immigration); urbanization/agglomeration (population density, proportion of skilled labour);
unemployment; personal wealth (income, home ownership); small firms/specialization (share
of small firms, specialization index); local political conditions (socialist voting); and
government policies (expenditure on local infrastructure, support programmes for new and
small firms).
The OECD study shows the advantage of a unified methodology - with respect to the tested
variables - for the seven countries included in the research: France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Its results point to the fact that the
underlying processes affecting the setting-up of new companies at the regional level appear to
be fairly uniform across countries. And it is the apparent regularities observed that stimulates
interest in further research in this area.
In parallel to the coordinated research, the participating experts have also developed models
that link the appearance of new companies to specific regional aspects. Audretsch and Fritsch
(1994) proceed to test the validity of Krugman’s propositions about “the new economic
geography” (Krugman, 1991) according to which production convexities of local scope arise
from pecuniary, technological and labour market externalities
2. Since convexities are linked to
agglomeration, the rate of new firm formation in Audretsch and Frisch’s model also  capture
the size of the external forces or agglomeration forces. Meanwhile, Garofoli (1994), looking
at Italy, advances the hypothesis that regional differences in business formation can be
explained by the local “milieu” or socio-economic environment.
In this paper we estimate two groups of explanatory variables: industrial determinant
variables and geographical determinant variables of firm start-ups in the Spanish regions. The
vector of sectorial variables includes the main factors that, according to the studies
undertaken, have a bearing on the firm’s entry and survival in the industry: short term
company profits (profit expectations), investment in R&D (technological barriers to entry),
advertising costs (barriers to differentiating the product); marginal price-cost margin (market
                                                       
2 For a general view of  new spatial economy see Fujita, Krugman and Venables (1999).4
structure), and industry growth. The territorial variable vector includes five factors that impact
upon the rate of firm start-ups (start-ups relative to the existing firm stock): population density
(agglomerative forces); average firm size and productive diversity (industry structure); rate of
unemployment; and human capital availability.
We will look first at the effects of those five variables in other developed countries, according
to the works published in an special issue of Regional Studies 28 (4), in 1994: Garofoli
(Italy); Audretsch and Fritsch (Germany); Davidsson, Lindmark, Olofsson (Sweden); Keeble
and Walker (United Kingdom); and Reynolds (United States).
Population density, interpreted as a measure of agglomeration externalities, emerges in most
cases as a positive influence on the rate of firm start-ups
3. Audretsch and Fritsch find that it
spurs start-ups in manufacturing. Reynolds and Davidsson et al. find that agglomeration is
more important to the service sector than to manufacturing. Only Garofoli concludes that it
has no significant impact in the case of Italy.
When looking at the dominant characteristics of local businesses, results found most generally
suggest that those environments dominated by small firms present higher rates of firm
formation, but Audretsch and Fritsch differentiate between manufacturing and service
industries. While the predominance of small firms has no effect on the rate of manufacturing
firm start-ups - due to the importance of minimum efficiency scales - it has a positive
influence on the service sector. Keeble and Walker argue that their results confirm the idea
that small firms are incubators of new firm founders, while large firms perform as incubators
of professional services.
The role of unemployment on firms start-ups is controversial. Audretsch and Fritsch find a
positive relationship, but the rest of authors do not. Only Davidsson et al. discover a positive
influence but it is restricted to the service sector.
All the reviewed studies support the hypothesis that human capital fosters the formation of
new firms
4. Reynolds partially differs in the sense that he finds a negative relationship
                                                       
3  The presence of agglomeration externalities at the local level generates external economies for the company
which are, however, internal for the region, thus favouring the creation of new businesses and reducing their
hazard rates. The effect of external economies on industrial location has been studied by Glaeser et al. (1992) and
Henderson et al. (1995), among others. For Spanish  locals productive systems, see Costa and Viladecans (1999).
4  The role of human capital in the creation of new businesses at a local level is discussed in Duranton and Puga
(2000), and the positive incidence of human capital on local productivity local is discussed in  Rauch  (1993).5
between the share of population with college education and the rate of firm start-ups in
manufacturing.
Only Garofoli includes an index of specialization/diversity in his study. He finds a strong
positive impact of sectoral specialization on the rate of firm birth. It could be argued that this
result is specific to Italian conditions, given the profusion of very specialized local districts in
that country.
The above results are generally compatible with those obtained in this paper, as will be seen
in the following sections. It may be worth noting that the main discrepancy, in the case of
Spanish regions, corresponds to the unemployment variable which, according our estimates,
tends to favour new firm start-ups in manufacturing.
This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the gross entry and gross exit rates at
the regional-industrial level during the period 1980-92. Section 3 describes the model of
determinants for new firms with industrial and geographical explanatory variables and the
methodology used for the empirical analysis of the determinants of entry of new firms in the
Spanish regions. Section 4 discusses the data set used. Section 5 presents the empirical results.
Finally, Section 6 gives the main conclusions of this study.
2.- REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE NEW  INDUSTRIAL ESTABLISHMENTS.
’XULQJ WKH SHULRG EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿ WKH DYHUDJH DQQXDO JURVV UDWH RI FUHDWLRQ RI
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV LQ 6SDQLVK PDQXIDFWXULQJ ZDV ￿￿￿￿￿
5 (see Table A-1 in the statistical annex)￿
$PRQJ WKH UHJLRQV RI 6SDLQ ￿￿￿ DGPLQLVWUDWLYH XQLWV DW 1876￿￿ OHYHO￿ LW FDQ EH VHHQ WKDW
WKHUH DUH JUHDW GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH UK\WKP RI FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ FHQWUHV RI SURGXFWLRQ￿
7KH UHJLRQ RI ([WUHPDGXUD UHJLVWHUHG D JURVV UDWH RI HQWU\ RI ￿￿￿￿￿￿ WKH ORZHVW LQ WKH UHJLRQV
RI 6SDLQ￿ $W WKH RSSRVLWH H[WUHPH￿ WKH &RPPXQLW\ RI 0DGULG UHDFKHG D UDWH RI ￿￿￿￿￿
￿￿ (YHQ
LI ZH FRUUHFW WKHVH LQGLFDWRUV IRU WKH LQGXVWULDO PL[ RI HDFK UHJLRQ￿ WKHUH DUH ZLWKRXW GRXEW
LQWHU￿UHJLRQDO GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH UDWH RI HQWU\ GXH WR WKH GLIIHUHQW EHKDYLRXU RI LQGXVWULHV LQ WKH
YDULRXV UHJLRQV RI 6SDLQ￿ ’HVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV DUH RIIHUHG EHORZ RI WKH UHJLRQDO GLVSDULWLHV IRU
                                                       
5 7KH JURVV UDWH RI HQWU\ LV WKH QXPEHU RI HQWHULQJ HVWDEOLVKPHQWV RYHU WKH WRWDO QXPEHU RI DFWLYH HVWDEOLVKPHQWV
IURP WKH SUHYLRXV SHULRG￿
6   See the gross entry and exit rates for Spanish regions in Callejón and Segarra (1999).6
HDFK RI WKH LQGXVWULDO DFWLYLWLHV
7.
7KH GLYHUJLQJ LQWHQVLWLHV RI WKH UHJLRQV LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DUH QRW
VSRUDGLF LQ WLPH EXW SHUVLVW GXULQJ WKH YDULRXV SKDVHV RI WKH HFRQRPLF F\FOH
8￿ %HWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿
DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ GXULQJ RQH RI WKH PRVW GUDVWLF SKDVHV RI UHFHVVLRQ LQ 6SDQLVK PDQXIDFWXULQJ￿
GLIIHUHQFHV SHUVLVWHG LQ WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO FDSDFLW\ WR FUHDWH LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DQG WKH
UHJLRQDO UDQNLQJ LV IDLUO\ VLPLODU WR WKDW UHJLVWHUHG GXULQJ LQGXVWULDO H[SDQVLRQ￿ 7KH JUHDWHVW
G\QDPLVP LQ WKH VHWWLQJ￿XS RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV FRQWLQXHV WR EH LQ 0DGULG￿ ZLWK D
JURVV UDWH RI ￿￿￿￿￿￿ DQG WKH ORZHVW G\QDPLVP FRQWLQXHV WR EH LQ ([WUHPDGXUD￿ ZLWK D UDWH RI
￿￿￿￿￿￿(see Table A-2 in the statistical annex)￿
,QWHU￿UHJLRQDO GLIIHUHQFHV FDQ EH DFFHQWXDWHG GXULQJ SKDVHV RI JURZWK GXH WR WKH EHKDYLRXU RI
HQWULHV DQG H[LWV GLUHFWO\ FRUUHODWHG WR WKH HFRQRPLF F\FOH
9￿ ’XULQJ WKH SHULRG ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿
6SDQLVK PDQXIDFWXULQJ LQGXVWU\ VKRZV DQ LQWHQVLYH JURZWK￿ ,Q WKDW SHULRG WKH UHJLRQ
UHJLVWHULQJ WKH ODUJHVW FDSDFLW\ WR FUHDWH QHZ ILUPV FRQWLQXHG WR EH 0DGULG￿ ZLWK D JURVV HQWU\
UDWH RI ￿￿￿￿￿￿ DQG WKH ORZHVW ZDV ([WUDPDGXUD ZLWK D UDWH RI ￿￿￿￿￿￿ 7KH GLIIHUHQFHV
EHWZHHQ WKH 6SDQLVK UHJLRQV LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ ILUPV FRQWLQXH WKURXJKRXW WKH HFRQRPLF
F\FOH DQG WKH\ are by nature permanent and not conjunctural. The heterogeneity of this
phenomenon shows the influence of geographical factors on the formation of enterprises
throughout the various phases of the economic cycle.
,Q WKLV SDSHU ZH DWWHPSW WR DQDO\VH WKH IDFWRUV WKDW LQIOXHQFH WKH FDSDFLW\ RI WKH UHJLRQV RI
6SDLQ WR SURMHFW DQG PDWHULDOLVH HQWUHSUHQHXULDO LQLWLDWLYHV￿ %HIRUH WKLV ZH ZLOO EULHIO\
FRPPHQW RQ WKH PRVW UHOHYDQW FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI EXVLQHVV WXUQRYHU ZKHQ ZH FRQVLGHU WKH VL]H
RI WKH HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DQG WKH UHJLRQDO HQWU\ DQG H[LW UDWHV RI HDFK LQGXVWULDO VHFWRU￿
The available data shows that the majority of the entry and exit flow is concentrated in small-
sized industrial projects. The dominant share of small manufacturing establishments in the
entry and exit flows points to the fact that decisions to initiate or conclude a business activity
show great sensitivity to variables in the economic situation in which the industrial enterprise
                                                       
7 ’LIIHUHQFHV DPRQJ LQGXVWULHV LQ WKH UDWHV RI HQWU\ RI PDQXIDFWXULQJ ILUPV LV D FRPPRQ FKDUDFWHULVWLF LQ
VWXGLHV FDUULHG RXW LQ D ZLGH UDQJH RI FRXQWULHV ￿8QLWHG 6WDWHV￿ &DQDGD￿ )UDQFH￿ 8QLWHG .LQJGRP￿ 3RUWXJDO￿ HWF￿￿￿
VHH &DEOH DQG 6FKZDOEDFK ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿
8 7KHUH DUH VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH UDWHV RI HQWU\ DQG H[LW LQ PDQXIDFWXULQJ LQGXVWULHV EHWZHHQ FRXQWULHV￿
DOWKRXJK LW VKRXOG EH VDLG WKDW DYDLODEOH GDWD LV VFDUFH RQ FRXQWULHV DQG LQGXVWULHV WKDW FRYHU ORQJ FRPPRQ
SHULRGV ￿*HURVN\￿ ￿￿￿￿￿￿
9 $V ZH KDYH GHPRQVWUDWHG LQ RWKHU VWXGLHV WKH JURVV UDWH RI FUHDWLRQ RI HVWDEOLVKPHQWV LV SRVLWLYHO\ FRUUHODWHG WR
WKH HFRQRPLF F\FOH ZKLOH WKH JURVV UDWH RI FORVXUH LV QHJDWLYHO\ FRUUHODWHG ￿&DOOHM'Q DQG 6HJDUUD￿ ￿￿￿￿￿￿7
operates and interacts. The micro-enterprise nature of the industrial dynamic supports the
importance of factors of a geographical character in the materialisation of new industrial
initiatives.
7KH VPDOO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV LQFUHDVH WKHLU VKDUH LQ WKH PDMRULW\ RI WKH LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV￿ $PRQJ
2(&’ PHPEHUV￿ DIWHU ,WDO\ DQG -DSDQ￿ 6SDLQ LV WKH FRXQWU\ ZLWK WKH JUHDWHVW QXPEHU RI VPDOO
ILUPV ￿see Table A-3 in the statistical annex)￿ 7KH JURZLQJ VKDUH RI VPDOO HQWHUSULVHV LV D
JHQHUDO SKHQRPHQRQ UHODWHG WR D PXOWLSOLFLW\ RI IDFWRUV ￿$FV DQG $XGUHWVFK￿ ￿￿￿￿￿￿ $PRQJ
WKH K\SRWKHVHV WKDW DFFRXQW IRU WKH LQFUHDVH LQ VPDOO DQG PHGLXP￿VL]HG HVWDEOLVKPHQWV WKH
IROORZLQJ VWDQG RXW￿ i) WKH XVH RI QHZ WHFKQRORJLHV LQ WKH SURFHVV RI WUHDWLQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ WKDW
UHGXFHV WKH RSWLPXP VFDOH RI WKH SKDVHV RI SURGXFWLRQ￿ ii) JURZLQJ RSHQQHVV WR WKH RXWVLGH
LQFUHDVHV FRPSHWLWLRQ LQ LQGXVWULDO PDUNHWV￿ DV LQGXVWULDO RUJDQL]DWLRQV DGRSW IODWWHU DQG PRUH
IOH[LEOH SURILOHV￿ iii) LPSURYHPHQWV LQ WKH OHYHO RI WUDLQLQJ RI WKH LQGXVWULDO ZRUN IRUFH LV D
PHFKDQLVP WKDW IDYRXUV LQLWLDWLYH LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI VPDOO HQWHUSULVHV￿ iv) VHJPHQWV RI WKH
PDUNHW IRU VSHFLILF FRQVXPHUV HQFRXUDJH WKH PDQXIDFWXUH RI VPDOO VHULHV￿ DQG v) WKH
DSSHDUDQFH RI QHZ SURGXFWV IDFLOLWDWHV WKH HQWU\ RI LQQRYDWLYH ILUPV WKDW JHQHUDWH D SURFHVV RI
GHVWUXFWLYH FUHDWLRQ LQ WKH PDUNHW￿
7KHUH LV D FRQVLGHUDEOH LQFUHDVH LQ WKH SUHVHQFH RI PLFUR￿HQWHUSULVHV DPRQJ HQWHULQJ ILUPV
WKDW DUH VWDUWLQJ WKHLU DFWLYLW\
10￿ 7KH JURVV UDWH RI HQWU\ ￿QXPEHU RI HQWULHV LQ UHODWLRQ WR DFWLYH
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV LQ WKH previous year) diminishes the larger the establishment. On the other
hand, PLFUR￿HVWDEOLVKPHQWV FRQWLQXH WR DEVRUE WKH ODUJHVW SDUW RI WKH H[LWV EXW WR D OHVVHU
H[WHQW WKDQ WKH SHUFHQWDJHV UHJLVWHUHG IRU WKH HQWU\ IORZV￿
Entry and exit flows of firms are characterised by the high proportion of small-sized
establishments, and a large part of firm turnover depends upon small-sized industrial projects.
The entering establishments begin their activity with a below-average size for the active
establishments: for example, in Spanish manufacturing as a whole, between 1980 and 1992,
the relative size of those entering was 44%.
The data presented in Table 1 shows two interesting aspects of flows in industrial firm
                                                       
107KH GLVWULEXWLRQ E\ UDQJHV RI VL]H RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿ LV DV IROORZV￿ ￿￿￿￿
RQO\ KDG RQH VDODULHG HPSOR\HH￿ ￿￿￿ KDG EHWZHHQ ￿ DQG ￿ ZRUNHUV￿ ￿￿￿￿￿ EHWZHHQ ￿ DQG ￿￿￿ ￿￿￿￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿
DQG ￿￿￿ ￿￿￿￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿ ￿￿￿￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿ ￿￿￿￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿ DQG ILQDOO\￿
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV ZLWK PRUH WKDQ ￿￿￿ ZRUNHUV DFFRXQWHG IRU RQO\ ￿￿￿￿￿ RI WKH QHZ UHJLVWUDWLRQV ￿5HJLVWU\ RI
,QGXVWULDO (VWDEOLVKPHQWV￿￿8
turnover: firstly, there are notable differences between industries in the entry and exit rates of
establishments; and secondly, within the same industry the capacity of the regions for the
attraction and materialisation of new initiatives varies considerably.
Table 1
Distribution of the gross entry rate in industrial sectors in the regions.











Ores and metals 0,43 1,97 1,03 1,68
Mineral Products 3,02 0,31 4,81 0,37
Chemical Products 6,51 0,25 7,67 0,38
Metal Products 5,88 0,33 7,64 0,24
Ag./Ind. Machinery 7,35 0,32 11,04 0,51
Office Machinery 0,46 1,33 1,95 1,23
Electrical Goods 16,36 0,59 15,58 0,59
Transport Equipment 12,58 1,70 31,87 1,01
Food/Bev./Tob 2,99 0,46 3,65 0,56
Textiles 5,44 0,59 9,15 0,45
Paper/Printing 5,05 0,21 7,90 0,23
Rubber/Plastic 13,18 0,45 12,98 0,35
Other Manufacturing 6,36 0,38 8,62 0,49
Total Manufacturing 4,80 0,25 6,61 0,29
Note: The average is the arithmetic mean of the regional gross entry rates. The coefficient of variation is the norm
standard deviation of the mean
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey.
7KH H[LVWLQJ GLVSHUVLRQ RI WKH UHJLRQDO UDWHV RI ILUP VWDUW￿XSV E\ LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV LQGLFDWHV
WKDW WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO YDULDEOHV DUH RI JUHDW LPSRUWDQFH IRU D JRRG XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH
GHWHUPLQDQWV RI LQGXVWULDO WXUQRYHU IORZV￿ )RU LQGXVWULDO PDQXIDFWXULQJ DV D ZKROH WKH DYHUDJH
RI WKH JURVV UDWHV RI UHJLRQDO HQWU\￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ ZDV ￿￿￿￿￿￿ ZLWK D FRHIILFLHQW RI
YDULDWLRQ DPRQJ UHJLRQV RI ￿￿￿￿ ZKLOH EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ WKH DULWKPHWLF PHDQ RI WKH
JURVV UDWHV RI HQWU\ URVH WR ￿￿￿￿￿￿ UHJLVWHULQJ D FRHIILFLHQW RI LQWHU￿UHJLRQDO YDULDWLRQ RI ￿￿￿￿
7KH SHUVLVWHQFH RI WKH UDQJH RI LQWHU￿UHJLRQDO YDULDWLRQ LQ HQWU\￿ LQ SKDVHV RI UHFHVVLRQ DV ZHOO
DV LQ SKDVHV RI H[SDQVLRQ LQ WKH F\FOH￿ XQGHUOLQHV WKH IDFW WKDW ORFDO DQG UHJLRQDO IDFWRUV SOD\ D
UROH RI WKH ILUVW RUGHU LQ WKH FDSDFLW\ RI DUHDV WR IRXQG QHZ PDQXIDFWXULQJ HVWDEOLVKPHQWV￿
:KHQ ZH JR LQWR WKH GHWDLOV RI WKH LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV￿ JHRJUDSKLFDO GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH LQWHQVLW\
RI WKH IORZ RI RSHQLQJ HVWDEOLVKPHQWV SHUVLVW DOO WKURXJK WKH SHULRG VWXGLHG￿ $FWLYLWLHV ZLWK
ORZ UDWHV RI HQWU\ RI ILUPV ￿PLQHUDO DQG PHWDO SURGXFWV￿ RIILFH PDFKLQHU\￿ WRJHWKHU ZLWK
LQGXVWULHV ZLWK D KLJK ILUP WXUQRYHU ￿WUDQVSRUW HTXLSPHQW￿ SUHVHQW ZLGH UDQJHV RI LQWHU￿9
UHJLRQDO YDULDWLRQ
11￿ $PRQJ WKH WKLUWHHQ LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV￿ WKH ORZHVW GHJUHHV RI UHJLRQDO
GLVSHUVLRQ DUH IRXQG LQ WKH PHWDO SURGXFWV LQGXVWULHV DQG LQ SDSHU PDQXIDFWXULQJ DQG SULQWLQJ￿
7KH SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH GDWD IRU WKH VXE￿SHULRGV ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿ SXUVXHV D
GRXEOH REMHFWLYH￿ WR HOLPLQDWH WKH FRQMXQFWXUDO HIIHFWV WKDW FRXOG LQIOXHQFH WKH G\QDPLFV RI
WKH FUHDWLRQ RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DQG WR VKRZ WKH SHUVLVWHQFH RI JHRJUDSKLFDO
GLIIHUHQFHV LQ YDULRXV SKDVHV RI WKH F\FOH￿ %HWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ GXULQJ D SHULRG PDUNHG E\
LQGXVWULDO DGMXVWPHQW￿ WKH VHFWRUV VKRZ GLIIHUHQW LQWHQVLWLHV RI FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV￿ DQG ZLWKLQ WKH VDPH LQGXVWU\ WKH FDSDFLW\ RI WKH UHJLRQV IRU QHZ ILUP FUHDWLRQ
YDULHV QRWDEO\￿ %HWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ GXULQJ WKH SKDVH RI UHFRYHU\￿ LQGXVWULHV FRQWLQXH WR
VKRZ GLVSDULWLHV LQ WKH DYHUDJH YDOXHV RI WKHLU JURVV HQWU\ UDWHV￿ GHVSLWH LQFUHDVHV LQ WKH
UK\WKP RI FUHDWLRQ￿ DQG WKH IDFW WKDW UHJLRQDO FRHIILFLHQWV RI YDULDWLRQ IRU HDFK LQGXVWU\ UHPDLQ
VWDEOH￿ VKRZLQJ WKH SHUPDQHQW QDWXUH RI LQWHU￿UHJLRQDO GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH HQWU\ RI LQGXVWULDO
ILUPV￿
’XULQJ WKH WZR SHULRGV￿ IRU WKH PDMRULW\ RI WKH LQGXVWULHV￿ WKH PD[LPXP DQG PLQLPXP OHYHOV
RI WKH JURVV HQWU\ UDWHV UHJLVWHUHG FRUUHVSRQG WR WKH VDPH UHJLRQV￿ 7KH UHJLRQV ZLWK WKH
JUHDWHVW DQG WKH OHDVW FDSDFLW\ IRU ILUP VWDUW￿XSV LQ D SDUWLFXODU LQGXVWU\ PDLQWDLQ WKLV
GLIIHUHQWLDO EHKDYLRXU DOO WKURXJK WKH ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿ SHULRG￿
3.- GEOGRAPHICAL  DETERMINANTS OF  NEW  FIRMS: A MODEL.
The conditions governing the generation of new enterprises are subject to a wide range of
factors: the personal qualities of the founder of a new firm (Vivarelli, 1991); the expected
profits following entry (Gerosky, 1991b); the barriers to entry (Orr, 1974); the barriers to exit
(Shapiro and Khemani, 1987); and the factors related to the geographical environment in
which the new firm operates (Reynolds, Storey, Westead, 1994).
Often, the empirical studies on entry and exit enterprises deal with the sectorial determinants
(expected profits, barriers to entry, barriers to exit) that have a bearing on the industrial
turnover, but rarely included in the analysis are the determinants of a geographical nature. The
regional differences in the generation of new firms in an industrial activity make it advisable
to incorporate, together with the industrial factors, the territorial variables that make up the
                                                       
11 6HFWRULDO GLVSDULWLHV LQ WKH JURVV HQWU\ UDWHV DUH DOVR QRWDEOH LQ RWKHU LQGXVWULDOLVHG HFRQRPLHV￿ VHH *HURVN\
￿￿￿￿￿￿ DQG $XGUHWVFK ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿10
local environment of the new firms.
Papers that undertake an empirical study of the entry and exit flows of firms from an
industrial point of view often present ambiguous results. This could be due to the absence in
the explanatory variables of specific territorial factors that also influence the generation and
survival of firms. The models that analyse the determinants in the creation of firms from a
sectorial point of view only include as entry rate explanatory variables the profits of the
industry and determinants of the entry barriers. The entry rates will have a positive
relationship with the expected profits for potential entrants, and a negative relationship with
normal profits or those sustainable over a long period. In the long term, profits depend on the
characteristics of the industry that generates barriers to the entry of new firms. (Orr, 1974,
Geroski, 1991b).  The static models deal with the entry of firms in accordance with the
expected profits and the long-term profits of the industry  where,
(1)              GER f it i it
* () =- pp
where GERit is the gross rate of entries, pit are the industry’s extraordinary profits and p*it
are the long-term profits of the industry.
The scale of the industry’s long-term profits are determined by the barriers to entry of new
firms in every industry. The barriers to entry for new firms will be a function of the
technological intensity of the industry (R&D), advertisement expenditure (A), and the price-
cost margin (PCM).
In this way, the long-term profits of the industry can be expressed as a function of a vector of
variables determining barriers to entry for new competitors,
(2) p
* (& , , ) i it it it fRD AP C M =
and the estimated expression after taking logarithms would be,
(3)  ln & it GER R D A PCM i it i it i it i it =+ + + + ab pb b b 01 2 3
The  b coefficients will be different for each industry, according to the specific characteristics
of the sector (technological intensity, economies of scale, degree of competence, demand
growth, capital intensity, product differentiation, etc.). As we have seen in the presentation of
the gross entry rates for industries and regions, territorial factors also have a bearing on the11
entry of firms, such that, once the decision has been taken to create a company in a certain
sector, the likelihood that it will be set up in a particular region will vary substantially
according to the specific factors of the territory
12.
The birth of firms depends on a vector of territorial variables such as the level of education
and skills of the workers (HK), the average size of local firms (SIZE), the region’s
specialization in the industry in question (SPE), the degree of industrial diversification of each
region as measured by the Hirsman-Herfindahl index (HHI) and, also, job market indicators,
such as the unemployment rate of the region (U). If we incorporate these territorial variables
into the above expression, the equation in question would take the following form,
(4) 
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In this study we deal with the geographical factors in the creation of new businesses, grouping
different industrial sectors in terms of the main variable which determines their competitivity
following OECD criteria. We also introduce a control variable using the interannual variation
in added value for each industry. The econometric model employed, based on an estimate of
the fixed regional affective factors, is as follows,
(5) 
ln & GER R D A PCM
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where lnGERit is the logarithm of the gross rate of entries in industry “i” during period “t”; pit
is the current profits in the industry; R&Dit , Ait and PMCit  is the vector of the barriers to entry
of new firms in each industry; Growthit is the rate of annual variation in the industrial
production; DENjt, SIZEjt￿ HHIjt￿ SPEjt￿ DQG Ujt LV WKH YHFWRU RI WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO YDULDEOHV￿ vj
DUH WKH IL[HG UHJLRQDO HIIHFWV DQG mit LV UDQGRP WHUP￿
                                                       
12 Therefore, the correct question to ask is not ‘How do territorial variables influence the rate of new firm
creations?’; nor is it is, ‘To what extent do entry rates differ between the different sectors?’; but rather, according
to Audretsch and Frisch (1995), is `Given a certain entry rate in an industry or sector, where will new businesses
tend to locate themselves?’.12
4.- THE NATURE OF THE DATA: STATISTICAL SOURCES AND VARIABLES.
7KH HPSLULFDO DSSOLFDWLRQ FDUULHG RXW UHTXLUHG WZR W\SHV RI GHWHUPLQLQJ YDULDEOHV IRU ILUP
WXUQRYHU LQ WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO DPELW DQG WKH LQGXVWU\￿ 7KH YDULDEOHV XVHG IXOILOO WZR
UHTXLUHPHQWV￿ ,Q WKH ILUVW SODFH￿ WKH\ DUH DYDLODEOH IRU WKH UHJLRQV RI 6SDLQ RU IRU WKH
PDQXIDFWXULQJ VHFWRUV ￿FODVVLILFDWLRQ 1$&( 5￿￿￿￿￿ ,Q WKH VHFRQG SODFH￿ WKH\ KDYH D WHPSRUDO
￿DQQXDO REVHUYDWLRQV EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ DQG UHJLRQDO ￿$XWRQRPRXV &RPPXQLWLHV￿
GLPHQVLRQ￿
7KH QDWXUH RI WKH VWDWLVWLFDO VRXUFHV XVHG PDNHV D SDQHO DYDLODEOH IRU HDFK RI WKH WKLUWHHQ
PDQXIDFWXULQJ LQGXVWULHV ￿1$&(￿￿￿￿ ZLWK WKH JURVV HQWU\ UDWHV DQG WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV
ZKLFK H[SODLQ WKH UHJLRQ￿V FDSDFLW\ WR DWWUDFW LQGXVWULDO SURMHFWV￿ 7KH GRXEOH GLPHQVLRQ RI WKH
GDWD IDFLOLWDWHV WKH XVH RI DQ HFRQRPHWULF PRGHO RI IL[HG HIIHFWV WKDW VKRZV JUHDWHU UREXVWQHVV
WKDQ WKH HVWLPDWLRQ E\ 2UGLQDU\ /HDVW 6TXDUHV￿ 7KH LQGLYLGXDO HIIHFWV RI WKH HVWLPDWLRQV
JDWKHU WRJHWKHU WKH GLIIHUHQWLDO EHKDYLRXU RI WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV DPRQJ WKH UHJLRQV RI
6SDLQ￿
7KH ,QGXVWULDO 6XUYH\ ￿(,￿ SURYLGHV￿ IRU WKH SHULRG XQGHU VWXG\￿ GDWD VHJUHJDWHG E\ LQGXVWULHV
DQG UHJLRQV RQ SURGXFWLRQ￿ HPSOR\PHQW￿ DQG WKH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI HVWDEOLVKPHQWV E\ UDQJHV RI
VL]H￿ 7KH (, LV DQ DSSOLFDWLRQ ZKLFK ZDV VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG E\ WKH 1DWLRQDO ,QVWLWXWH RI
6WDWLVWLFV IRU WKH VWXG\ RI LQGXVWULDO PDQXIDFWXULQJ￿ ,W FRQVWLWXWHV D JRRG UHIHUHQFH LQ
GHWHUPLQLQJ WKH QXPEHU RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV E\ VHFWRUV DQG UHJLRQV￿ 7KH HQWU\ IORZV
RI HVWDEOLVKPHQWV FRPH IURP WKH 5HJLVWU\ RI ,QGXVWULDO (VWDEOLVKPHQWV ￿5(,￿￿ 7KH 5(,
FRPSLOHV WKH DSSOLFDWLRQV IRU LQYHVWPHQW DQG H[WHQVLRQ RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV PDGH E\
LQGXVWULDO ILUPV WKURXJK DQ DGPLQLVWUDWLYH SURFHVV￿ ,W FRQVWLWXWHV DQ H[KDXVWLYH DQG YHU\
GHWDLOHG VRXUFH DW D VHFWRULDO DQG ORFDO OHYHO￿ 7KH UHDO SRSXODWLRQ RI WKH UHJLRQV FRPHV IURP
WKH GHPRJUDSKLF FHQVXV DQG LWV SHULRGLFDO XSGDWHV￿ 7KH XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH LV VXSSOLHG E\ WKH
6XUYH\ RI WKH $FWLYH 3RSXODWLRQ ￿(3$￿￿ )LQDOO\￿ WKH SHUFHQWDJHV RI ODERXU UHVRXUFHV ZLWK
VHFRQGDU\ RU KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ FRPH IURP WKH 9DOHQFLD ,QVWLWXWH RI (FRQRPLF 5HVHDUFK￿
:H DOVR VKRZ WKH H[SODQDWRU\ YDULDEOHV XVHG LQ WKH HFRQRPHWULF ZRUN￿ )LUVWO\￿ ZH VKRZ WKH
VHW RI LQGXVWULDO YDULDEOHV￿ VHFRQGO\￿ WKH FRQWURO YDULDEOH PHDVXUHG IRU WKH JURZWK RI LQGXVWU\
DFWLYLW\￿ DQG ILQDOO\￿ WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO YDULDEOHV￿
Industrial variables
pit   business profits for the industry expressed by the relationship between the Gross13
Operating Surplus and the Gross Added Value. This variable takes in the profit
expectations of the agents that decide to create a firm. If there are excess profits,
additional agents are attracted into the market..
  investment in R&D/sales ratio. Indicates the R&D intensive industries. Industries
with a greater technological intensity may induce firm turbulence, but they may also
create barriers to the survival of the new firms.
IDit investment in R&D/sales ratio. This indicates the degree to which the industry is R&D
intensive. The industries which are more technologically intensive may induce firm
turbulence but at the same time they may set up survival barriers to new firms.
 Ait advertisement expenditure/sales ratio has been included as a measure of the degree of
product differentiation in the industry. Advertising intensive industries created barriers
to entry and survival of new enterprises.
PCMit price-cost margin in the industry reflects the market power of active firms. When the
price-cost margin rises the firms may react to impede the entry of new firm into the
market.
Control variable:
Growthit annual variation rate of the industry’s gross added value. This control variable shows
the direct correlation between the industrial cycle and the entry of new firms into the
markets.
7KH WHUULWRULDO IDFWRUV WKDW SDUWLFLSDWH DV H[SODQDWRU\ YDULDEOHV RI WKH JURVV UDWH RI WKH FUHDWLRQ
RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV KDYH WKHLU WHPSRUDO DQG UHJLRQDO YDULDWLRQ LQ FRPPRQ￿
Geographical variables:
DENjt LV WKH SRSXODWLRQ GHQVLW\ RI WKH UHJLRQ DQG LV REWDLQHG IURP WKH UHODWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH
UHDO SRSXODWLRQ DQG WKH DUHD ￿LQKDELWDQWV SHU VTXDUH NLORPHWHU￿￿ ,W H[SUHVVHV WKH
LQIOXHQFH RI WKH HFRQRPLHV RI DJJORPHUDWLRQ RQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV￿
SIZEjt LQGLFDWHV WKH PHDQ VL]H RI WKH LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DW UHJLRQDO OHYHO￿ 7KLV YDULDEOH
UHIOHFWV WKH HIIHFWV RI WKH LQGXVWULDO QHWZRUN RQ EXVLQHVV G\QDPLFV￿ 7KH HPSLULFDO
OLWHUDWXUH KDV GHPRQVWUDWHG￿ LQ RWKHU JHRJUDSKLFDO FRQWH[WV￿ WKDW LQ JHRJUDSKLFDO DUHDV
ZKHUH VPDOO DQG PHGLXP￿VL]HG ILUPV SUHGRPLQDWH WKHUH DUH KLJKHU UDWHV RI HQWU\ RI
QHZ HQWUHSUHQHXUV￿
HHIjt LV DQ LQGLFDWRU RI WKH LQGXVWULDO PL[ RI WKH UHJLRQ￿ ,W LQGLFDWHV WKH OHYHO RI
GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ RI WKH LQGXVWULDO DFWLYLWLHV WKURXJK WKH inverse +LUVPDQ￿+HUILQGDKO14
,QGH[￿ ,QGH[ YDOXHV QHDU WR ￿ VKRZ D KLJK GHJUHH RI VSHFLDOLVDWLRQ LQ D VPDOO QXPEHU
RI LQGXVWULHV DQG LQGH[ YDOXHV RYHU ￿ LQGLFDWH D KLJKO\ GLYHUVLILHG LQGXVWULDO PL[￿
SPEjt LV DQ LQGLFDWRU RI WKH VHFWRULDO VSHFLDOL]DWLRQ RI HDFK UHJLRQ LQ UHODWLRQ WR 6SDQLVK
LQGXVWU\￿ 7KLV LQGLFDWRU VKRZV WKH VKDUH RI WKH DGGHG YDOXH RI WKH LQGXVWU\ ￿L￿ RYHU WKH
WRWDO LQGXVWULDO DGGHG YDOXH RI WKH UHJLRQ ￿M￿￿
Ujt LV WKH UDWH RI XQHPSOR\PHQW LQ WKH UHJLRQ￿ 7KH LQWURGXFWLRQ LQWR WKH DQDO\VLV RI WKLV
YDULDEOH KDV WKH REMHFWLYH RI HVWDEOLVKLQJ WKH SUHVVXUH RQ WKH XQHPSOR\HG WR FDUU\ RXW
VHOI￿HPSOR\PHQW VWUDWHJLHV￿ *UHDWHU XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWHV FDQ SXW SUHVVXUH RQ WKH
XQHPSOR\HG WR FDUU\ RXW VHOI￿HPSOR\PHQW VWUDWHJLHV LQ WKRVH LQGXVWULHV WKDW SUHVHQW
ORZ EDUULHUV WR HQWU\ DQG H[LW￿
HKjt FRQVWLWXWHV DQ LQGLFDWRU RI WKH OHYHO RI WUDLQLQJ RI WKH DFWLYH SRSXODWLRQ LQ WKH UHJLRQ
DQG VKRZV WKH SURSRUWLRQ RI ZRUNHUV ZLWK D VHFRQGDU\ DQG KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ RYHU WKH
WRWDO UHVRXUFHV LQ SHUFHQWDJH IRUP￿ 7KH FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI D proxy RI KXPDQ FDSLWDO LQ WKH
UHJLRQ WKDW UHIOHFWV WKH OHYHOV RI VHFRQGDU\ HGXFDWLRQ ￿FROOHJH HGXFDWLRQ DQG WHFKQLFDO
WUDLQLQJ￿ DV ZHOO DV XQLYHUVLW\ GHJUHHV LV PXFK PRUH VXLWHG WR RXU DQDO\VLV WKDQ WKH
H[FOXVLYH FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI KLJKHU OHYHOV RI WUDLQLQJ￿
7RJHWKHU ZLWK WKH YDULDEOHV PHQWLRQHG￿ HFRQRPHWULF HVWLPDWHV ZHUH DOVR RI WKH OHYHOV RI
ZDJHV DQG VDODULHV LQ WKH LQGXVWULHV LQ HDFK UHJLRQ ￿LQ WHUPV RI SD\PHQW SHU ZRUNHU DV ZHOO DV
SD\PHQW SHU KRXU ZRUNHG￿ DQG WKH SURYLVLRQ RI public infrastructures in relation to the stock
of private capital in the region. The inclusion of these two variables hardly improved the
closeness of the fit and the parameters obtained showed low levels of significance in
practically all the estimates by sectors. The very limited explanatory value of these variables
and the limited statistical significance of the parameters obtained made it advisable to
concentrate our attention on a smaller number of YDULDEOHV￿
5.- EMPIRICAL RESULTS.
,Q WKLV VHFWLRQ ZH RIIHU D SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH PRVW UHOHYDQW HFRQRPHWULF UHVXOWV￿ ,Q DOO WKH
FRQWUDVWV PDGH WKH GHSHQGHQW YDULDEOH LV WKH DQQXDO JURVV UDWH RI RSHQLQJV RI LQGXVWULDO
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV DQG WKH H[SODQDWRU\ YDULDEOHV DUH WKRVH LQGLFDWHG SUHYLRXVO\￿ :H PDGH D
SUHOLPLQDU\ DSSURDFK IURP WKH DJJUHJDWHG GDWD IRU UHJLRQDO LQGXVWULHV DQG LQGXVWULHV E\
VHFWRUV ￿1$&( 5￿￿￿￿ DW WKH UHJLRQDO OHYHO￿
7KH UHVXOWV REWDLQHG￿ WDNLQJ UHJLRQDO LQGXVWULHV DV WKH XQLW RI DQDO\VLV￿ DUH KLJKO\ VDWLVIDFWRU\￿
WKH FRQWUDVWV DUH VLJQLILFDQW DQG WKH SDUDPHWHUV SUHVHQW WKH H[SHFWHG VLJQV￿ EXW WKH\ IDOO LQWR15
WKH RIWHQ￿FRPPLWWHG HUURU RI DFFHSWLQJ WKDW WKH VWUXFWXUDO YDULDEOHV RI WKH YDULRXV LQGXVWULHV DV
LGHQWLFDO￿ /DWHU￿ ZH ZLOO FRPPHQW RQ WKH UHVXOWV DFKLHYHG ZKHQ WKH XQLW RI REVHUYDWLRQ SDVVHV
RYHU WR WKH LQGXVWULDO VHFWRU RI HDFK UHJLRQ￿ ,Q WKH VHJUHJDWHG HVWLPDWLRQV ZH ILQG UHVXOWV WKDW
VKRZ WKH XQHTXDO LQIOXHQFH RI JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV RQ WKH G\QDPLFV RI WKH FUHDWLRQ RI
HVWDEOLVKPHQWV LQ WKH LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV￿ 7KH SOXUDOLW\ RI WKH HPSLULFDO HYLGHQFH VKRXOG QRW EH
D PRWLYH IRU GLVRULHQWDWLRQ￿ EXW RQ WKH FRQWUDU\￿ DQ LQFHQWLYH WR ILQGLQJ UHJXODULWLHV LQ WKH
FRPSOH[ DQG YDULHG HFRQRPLF ZRUOG￿
Table 2
Geographical  determinants for new firm entries in industries and regions
Dependent variable: Gross entra rate
Period: 1980-1992
Fixed effects method: GLS (Gross Section Weights)
Sectorial variables
Aggregate Regional Industry Sectorial Regional Industry
(NACE R-25)
PROFITS -0,068     (-0,346) -0,023      (-5,692)*
R&D 4,418     (0,522) 0,164      (8,978)*
ADVERTISING -4,687     (-0,564) -0,119      (-3,178)*
PRICE-COST MARGIN -0,060     (-0,547) -0,006     (-0,728)
Geographical variables
SIZE -0,014     (-0,877) -0,039      (-2,896)*
DIVERSITY -0,059      (-2,452)* -0,081       (-2,680)*
HUMAN CAPITAL 0,009     (1,151) 0,011       (5,722)*
UNEMPLOYMENT -0,009     (-1,176) 0,007        (1,511)
Control variables





Balearic Islands 8,28 3,59
Canary Islands 8,55 3,37
Cantabria 8,73 3,93
Castile-Leon 8,36 3,49








Basque Country 8,85 4,04
La Rioja 8,28 3,37




2 adjusted 0,953 0,397
Durbin-Watson 1,636 0,907
F-statistic 561,99 205,2116
Note:  * significance at 1%, ** significance at 10%.  Statistic  t-Student in brackets.
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey
7DEOH ￿ SUHVHQWV D ILUVW HVWLPDWLRQ RI WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO GHWHUPLQDQWV RI WKH HQWU\ RI ILUPV LQWR
WKH YDULRXV LQGXVWULHV￿ )LUVW￿ WKH UHVXOWV FRUUHVSRQG WR WKH DJJUHJDWHG YDOXHV RI UHJLRQDO
PDQXIDFWXULQJ GXULQJ WKH SHULRG ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿ 6HFRQG￿ WKH\ SUHVHQW WKH UHJUHVVLRQ IRU LQGXVWU\
LQ VHFWRUV DW UHJLRQDO OHYHO￿
7KH JHRJUDSKLFDO SDUDPHWHUV SUHVHQW WKH H[SHFWHG VLJQV￿ 7KH GLPHQVLRQ RI WKH HVWDEOLVKPHQWV
LQ WKH UHJLRQ WDNHV D QHJDWLYH VLJQ WKDW FDQ EH LQWHUSUHWHG DV PHDQLQJ WKDW EXVLQHVV QHWZRUNV
RI VPDOO DQG PHGLXP￿VL]HG ILUPV IDYRXU WKH HQWU\ RI QHZ HQWUHSUHQHXUV￿ 7KH ODERXU UHVRXUFHV
WKDW KDYH WKHLU MREV LQ VPDOO ILUPV DFTXLUH D JOREDO SHUFHSWLRQ RI WKH DFWLYLW\ DQG KDYH JUHDWHU
LQLWLDWLYH LQ RSHQLQJ WKHLU RZQ ILUP￿ 7KH QHJDWLYH VLJQ RI WKH LQGH[ RI LQGXVWULDO GLYHUVLW\ LQ
WKH IL[HG HIIHFWV UHJUHVVLRQ LQGLFDWHV WKDW UHJLRQV WKDW KDYH D GLYHUVLILHG LQGXVWULDO￿PL[
SUHVHQW ORZHU KLJKHU HQWU\ UDWHV￿ ZKLFK FRXOGQ￿W GHPRQVWUDWH WKH SUHVHQFH RI -DFREV￿
H[WHUQDOLWLHV DW WKH UHJLRQDO OHYHO￿ ’XULQJ WKH SHULRG ￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿￿ WKH LQGXVWULDO￿PL[ RI WKH
6SDQLVK UHJLRQV WHQG V WR GHFUHDVH￿ EXW DERYH DOO￿ GXULQJ WKH JURZWK SKDVH RI WKH HFRQRPLF
F\FOH￿ EHWZHHQ ￿￿￿￿ DQG ￿￿￿￿￿ WKH JURVV HQWU\ UDWH ZDV KLJK￿
7KH KXPDQ FDSLWDO SUHVHQWV VLJQLILFDQW SRVLWLYH YDOXHV LQ DOO HVWLPDWLRQV￿ 7KH WUDLQLQJ RI WKH
DFWLYH SRSXODWLRQ VWUHQJWKHQV WKH FUHDWLRQ RI EXVLQHVV SURMHFWV￿ )LQDOO\￿ WKH UDWH RI
XQHPSOR\PHQW SUHVHQWV VLJQLILFDQW SRVLWLYH YDOXHV LQ 2/6 UHJUHVVLRQV￿ +LJK XQHPSOR\PHQW
UDWHV LQ WKH UHJLRQ SXW SUHVVXUH RQ WKH XQHPSOR\HG WR GHFLGH XSRQ VHOI￿HPSOR\PHQW
VWUDWHJLHV￿
7KH IL[HG HIIHFWV PRGHO LPSURYHV WKH FORVHQHVV RI WKH HFRQRPHWULF ILW￿ VKRZLQJ WKH SUHVHQFH
RI VSHFLILF JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV￿ 7KH GDWD REWDLQHG PDNHV LW DGYLVDEOH WR FDUU\ RXW HVWLPDWLRQV
ZLWK VHFWRULDO SDQHOV WR FDOLEUDWH WKH SURPLQHQFH RI WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO YDULDEOHV LQ HDFK RI WKH
LQGXVWULHV￿ ,Q RUGHU WR REWDLQ HPSLULFDO HYLGHQFH UHODWHG WR WKH LQIOXHQFH RI WHUULWRULDO IDFWRUV
LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO EXVLQHVVHV WKH WKLUWHHQ VHFWRUV RI WKH 1$&( 5￿￿￿ KDYH EHHQ
UHRUJDQL]HG LQWR ILYH ODUJH JURXSV￿ DFFRUGLQJ WR their competitive processes LQ WKH PDUNHW￿
)ROORZLQJ WKH 2(&’ FODVVLILFDWLRQ Ze present the industries under these five headings:
industries that use natural resources intensively, labour intensive industries, industries with
large economies of scale, industries with a capacity for product differentiation and industries
with high investment in R&D.
The results demonstrate that the effect of territorial factors on the creation of new firms varies17
considerably according to the characteristics of the industry. 7KH UHVXOWV RI WKH HVWLPDWLRQV
ZLWK WKH IL[HG HIIHFWV PRGHO IRU WKH ILYH JURXSV RI PDQXIDFWXULQJ LQGXVWULHV DUH SUHVHQWHG LQ
7DEOH ￿￿ 7KH H[SODQDWRU\ FDSDELOLW\ RI WKH IL[HG HIIHFWV PHWKRG XVHG VWDQGV RXW￿ ,Q JHQHUDO
WHUPV￿ WKH H[WUDRUGLQDU\ VKRUW￿WHUP SURILWV KDYH OLWWOH LQIOXHQFH RQ WKH GHFLVLRQ DV WR ZKHWKHU
WR FUHDWH D QHZ FRPSDQ\￿ H[FHSW LQ WKH FDVH RI ILUPV WKDW DUH LQWHQVLYH LQ WKH XVH RI QDWXUDO
UHVRXUFHV￿ 7KH 5￿’ LQWHQVLYH LQGXVWULHV SURYLGH PRUH RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU QHZ ILUPV￿ *HQHUDOO\￿
5￿’ PD\ LQGXFH ILUP WXUEXOHQFH ￿$XGUHVWFK DQG 0DKPRRG￿ ￿￿￿￿￿￿ 7KH DGYHUWLVLQJ￿VDOHV
UDWLR DOORZV WKH LQFXPEHQW ILUPV WR GLIIHUHQWLDWH WKHLU SURGXFWV DQG VHW XS EDUULHUV WR WKH HQWU\
RI QHZ FRPSDQLHV￿ 7KH SULFH￿FRVW PDUJLQ SUHVHQWV DQ DPELJXRXV UHVXOW￿ ,Q WKH FDVH RI
LQGXVWULHV LQWHQVLYH LQ QDWXUDO UHVRXUFHV￿ WKH H[LVWHQFH RI D JUHDWHU PDUNHW SRZHU OLPLWV WKH
HQWU\ RI QHZ ILUPV￿ 2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG￿ LQ WKH VHFWRUV LQWHQVLYH LQ HFRQRPLHV RI VFDOH DQG LQ
GLIIHUHQWLDWHG SURGXFWV WKH PDUNHW SRZHU GRHV QRW LPSHGH WKH HQWU\ RI QHZ FRPSHWLWRUV￿
,Q DOO WKH LQGXVWULDO JURXSLQJV￿ WKH FRQWURO YDULDEOH XVHG WR FDSWXUH WKH EHKDYLRXU RI FRPSDQ\
HQWU\ GLUHFWO\ FRUUHODWHG WR WKH HFRQRPLF F\FOH VKRZV D VLJQLILFDQW DQG SRVLWLYH VLJQ￿ H[FHSW LQ
WKH WHFKQRORJ\ LQWHQVLYH LQGXVWULHV￿ %HORZ WKHUH DUH VRPH EULHI FRPPHQWV RQ WKH PRUH
QRWDEOH DVSHFWV RI WKH JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV WKDW KDYH DQ LQIOXHQFH RQ LQGXVWULDO HQWU\ IORZV￿
Mean size of the industrial establishments of the region: WKH QHJDWLYH VLJQ RI WKH SDUDPHWHU
SUHGRPLQDWHV￿ EXW RQO\ LQ WZR LQGXVWULHV LV LW VLJQLILFDQW DW D OHYHO RI ￿￿￿ $V LQ WKH HVWLPDWLRQV
FDUULHG RXW IRU WKH DJJUHJDWHG OHYHOV RI UHJLRQDO PDQXIDFWXULQJ￿ WKH SUHVHQFH RI EXVLQHVV
QHWZRUNV ZKHUH VPDOO￿VL]HG HVWDEOLVKPHQWV SUHGRPLQDWH IDYRXUV WKH FUHDWLRQ RI ILUPV￿
Specialisation of industry in the region: WKH QHJDWLYH VLJQ RI WKH SDUDPHWHU SUHGRPLQDWHV EXW LW
RQO\ UHDFKHV VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW OHYHOV LQ WKH LQGXVWULHV LQWHQVLYH LQ QDWXUDO UHVRXUFHV￿ 7KH
VSHFLDOLVDWLRQ RI D UHJLRQ LQ D FHUWDLQ LQGXVWU\ LV QRW D IHDWXUH WKDW HQFRXUDJHV WKH RSHQLQJ RI
FHQWUHV RI SURGXFWLRQ￿ ZLWK WKH H[FHSWLRQ RI WKH ODERXU LQWHQVLYH LQGXVWULHV DQG VFLHQFH￿EDVHG
LQGXVWULHV￿ EXW WKH SDUDPHWHUV DUH QRW VLJQLILFDQW￿
Diversified industrial structure: LQ DOO WKH HVWLPDWLRQV WKH SDUDPHWHU LV QHJDWLYH￿ EHLQJ
VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW LQ WKUHH LQGXVWULDO JURXSV ￿QDWXUDO UHVRXUFH LQGXVWULHV￿ ODERXU LQWHQVLYH
LQGXVWULHV DQG SURGXFW GLIIHUHQWLDWHG DFWLYLWLHV￿￿ $W WKH VHFWRULDO OHYHO D JUHDWHU LQGXVWULDO
GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ LQ WKH UHJLRQ GRHV QRW GLUHFWO\ LQIOXHQFH WKH HQWU\ UDWH RI HVWDEOLVKPHQWV￿ )URP
WKH UHVXOWV REWDLQHG LW FDQ EH LQIHUUHG WKDW UHJLRQV ZLWK GLYHUVLILHG LQGXVWU\ DUH QRW IDYRXUHG LQ
FRPSDULVRQ WR WKRVH UHJLRQV QRWDEOH IRU PDLQWDLQLQJ D JUHDWHU FRQFHQWUDWLRQ LQ D VPDOO QXPEHU
RI LQGXVWULDO VHFWRUV￿ 7KH H[LVWHQFH RI D FHUWDLQ SURFHVV RI FURVVLQJ￿LQ RI WKH PRVW LPSRUWDQW18
LQGXVWULHV RI WKH UHJLRQ RYHU WKH LQGXVWULHV WKDW DUH QRW VR ZHOO UHSUHVHQWHG FDQ EH GHULYHG
IURP WKHVH UHVXOWV￿19
Table 3
Sectorial and Geographical  determinants for firm entries
Dependent variable: Gross entry rate
Period: 1980-1992
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Andalusia 2,97 1,53 1,22 3,28 3,41
Aragon 2,92 1,33 0,90 3,20 2,97
Asturias 2,83 0,30 0,60 3,18 3,85
Balearic Islands 2,86 -0,00 1,82 2,67 3,03
Canary Islands 2,86 0,21 1,30 2,82 2,72
Cantabria 3,07 0,76 0,55 3,45 3,66
Castile-Leon 2,76 0,73 1,01 2,88 2,57
Castile-La Mancha 2,74 1,32 1,42 2,67 2,23
Catalonia 3,01 1,03 0,58 3,41 3,07
Valencia 3,28 1,54 1,23 3,52 2,85
Estremadura 2,31 0,51 1,58 2,47 2,38
Galicia 2,97 0,70 1,14 3,29 3,22
Madrid 3,78 1,79 0,33 3,88 4,13
Murcia 3,22 1,39 1,44 3,04 2,76
Navarre 2,85 1,11 0,51 3,31 3,70
Basque Country 3,09 1,25 -0,22 3,55 4,57
La Rioja 2,44 0,80 0,74 2,51 2,86
Nº. of observations 433 438 662 657 270
R
2 0,818 0,892 0,522 0,732 0,691
R
2 adjusted 0,807 0,885 0,503 0,721 0,658
Durbin-Watson 1,425 1,290 1,230 1,524 1,626
F-statistic 203,08 377,36 77,07 191,25 60,28
Note:  * significance at 1%, ** significance at 10%.  Statistic  t-Student in brackets.
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey20
Provision of human resources with secondary or higher levels of education: WDNHV D SRVLWLYH
YDOXH LQ DOO WKH HVWLPDWLRQV￿ EHLQJ VLJQLILFDQW LQ WKUHH JURXSV RI LQGXVWULHV￿ 7KH SUHVHQFH RI
WUDLQHG ODERXU UHVRXUFHV IDYRXUDEO\ LQIOXHQFHV WKH FDSDFLW\ RI WKH DUHDV WR IRXQG ILUPV￿ 7KHVH
UHVXOWV DUH VXSSRUWHG E\ WKH ORZHU PRELOLW\ RI WKH ODERXU IDFWRU LQ UHODWLRQ WR FDSLWDO DQG
GHFLVLRQV WR ORFDWH QHZ ILUPV LQ WKH DUHD RI UHVLGHQFH RI WKH HQWUHSUHQHXU￿ 7KH JDLQV LQ WKH
OHYHOV RI WUDLQLQJ DQG TXDOLILFDWLRQ RI WKH QHZ JHQHUDWLRQV FRQVWLWXWH RQH RI WKH SULQFLSDO
FRUUHFWLQJ PHFKDQLVPV RI JHRJUDSKLFDO LPEDODQFH￿ LQ WKH VHQVH WKDW WKH UHJLRQV SURYLGHG ZLWK
D VPDOOHU LQGXVWULDO EDVH FDQ IDYRXU WKHLU FDSDFLW\ WR EHJLQ LQGXVWULDO YHQWXUHV￿
Regional unemployment rate: ORFDO XQHPSOR\PHQW OHYHOV RIIHU DPELJXRXV UHVXOWV LQ WKH
FUHDWLRQ RI QHZ ILUPV￿ 7KH XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH FDQ EH DQ LQFHQWLYH WR WKH FUHDWLRQ RI
HQWHUSULVHV LQ ORZ WHFKQRORJ\ VHFWRUV￿ RIWHQ WKURXJK VHOI￿HPSOR\PHQW VWUDWHJLHV￿ EXW PD\
DOVR VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ EHDU D VOLJKW UHODWLRQ WR WKH UDWH RI FRPSDQ\ FUHDWLRQ LQ product
differentiated and science-based sectors (Audretsch y Fritsch, 1995). As FRXOG EH H[SHFWHG￿
WKH GLYHUVLW\ RI WKH UHVXOWV SRLQWV WR WKH YDU\LQJ LPSDFW RI WKH IXQFWLRQLQJ RI WKH ODERXU
PDUNHW RQ WKH LQWHQVLW\ RI QHZ LQGXVWULDO ILUP IRUPDWLRQ￿ LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI
HDFK LQGXVWU\￿
6.- CONCLUSIONS.
7KH RSHQLQJ RI DQ\ NLQG RI LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQW GHSHQGV RQ D JUHDW QXPEHU RI IDFWRUV
ZKLFK DUH UHODWHG WR WKH VWUXFWXUDO FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI WKH LQGXVWULDO DFWLYLW\ WR EH GHYHORSHG DQG
WR WKH FDSDFLW\ RI WKH ORFDO HQYLURQPHQW WR RIIHU FRQGLWLRQV WKDW DUH IDYRXUDEOH LQ WKH VSDFH LQ
ZKLFK WKH QHZ FHQWHU RI SURGXFWLRQ ZLOO DFW ￿FRVW DGYDQWDJHV￿ DFFHVV WR PDUNHWV￿ IORZV RI
LQIRUPDWLRQ￿ WHFKQRORJLFDO VSLOORYHUV￿ WKH VXSSO\ RI HQWUHSUHQHXUV￿ HWF￿￿￿
)URP D G\QDPLF SRLQW RI YLHZ UHJLRQV FRPSHWH DPRQJ WKHPVHOYHV WR DWWUDFW WKH FHQWHUV RI
SURGXFWLRQ RI DOUHDG\ DFWLYH ILUPV DV ZHOO DV HQFRXUDJLQJ WKH DSSHDUDQFH RI QHZ
HQWUHSUHQHXUV￿ 7KH PLFUR￿ILUP VL]H RI WKH PDMRULW\ RI WKH QHZ HVWDEOLVKPHQWV XQGHUOLQHV WKH
UROH RI WKH HQYLURQPHQWDO IDFWRUV HIIHFWLQJ WKH HFRQRPLF DJHQWV UHVLGLQJ LQ D VSHFLILF UHJLRQ￿
7KH HPSLULFDO DQDO\VLV FDUULHG RXW XQGHUOLQHV WKH LQIOXHQFH RI JHRJUDSKLFDO IDFWRUV RQ D
UHJLRQ￿V FDSDFLW\ WR FUHDWH QHZ LQGXVWULDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV￿
7KH UHJLRQV WKDW HQMR\ D EXVLQHVV QHWZRUN RI VPDOO DQG PHGLXP￿VL]HG ILUPV VKRZ D JUHDWHU
FDSDFLW\ WR FUHDWH QHZ LQGXVWULDO SURMHFWV￿ 7KH UHJLRQV ZLWK KLJKHU OHYHOV RI HGXFDWLRQ DQG
WUDLQLQJ RI WKH ODERXU IRUFH EHQHILW IURP D JUHDWHU LQGXVWULDO G\QDPLVP WKDW IDYRXUV21
PRGHUQLVDWLRQ DQG WKH DGDSWDWLRQ RI WKH LQGXVWULDO QHWZRUN WR QHZ FRVW DQG GHPDQG
FRQGLWLRQV￿ 2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG￿ WKH LQIOXHQFH RI D VHFWRULDO VSHFLDOLVDWLRQ DQG D GLYHUVLILHG




Regional entry and exit rates (1981-1992)
Entry and exit rates Cyclical componen









Andalusia 6,91 7,98 -1,07 14,89 13,83 25,20 52,18
Aragon 5,95 7,58 -1,63 13,52 11,89 24,26 46,31
Asturias 5,21 6,34 -1,12 11,55 10,43 30,54 91,66
Balearic Islands 5,36 7,51 -2,15 12,87 10,72 33,11 97,81
Canary Islands 6,88 6,65 0,23 13,52 13,30 33,03 116,84
Cantabria 5,50 7,18 -1,68 12,68 11,00 26,08 106,95
Castile-Leon 4,59 7,16 -2,57 11,74 9,18 19,73 24,30
Castile-la Mancha 4,86 6,75 -1,89 11,61 9,72 40,60 36,73
Catalonia 6,29 7,91 -1,63 14,20 12,57 31,99 65,83
Valencia, 8,27 8,75 -0,48 17,02 16,54 26,25 33,77
Estremadura 2,87 5,97 -3,11 8,84 5,73 54,42 11,,21
Galicia 4,76 6,96 -2,21 11,72 9,51 25,64 51,80
Madrid 9,72 11,09 -1,38 20,81 19,43 22,82 60,14
Murcia 7,40 8,19 -0,80 15,59 14,79 32,89 92,31
Navarre 4,72 5,13 -0,41 9,85 9,44 27,16 85,42
Basque Country 5,96 6,71 -0,75 12,67 11,92 39,17 105,34
La Rioja 4,80 7,33 -2,53 12,13 9,60 17,13 92,14
Spain 6,33 7,89 -1,56 14,22 12,67 21,67 17,15
Note: The cyclical component expresses the normal standard deviation for the average of the period 1980-1992,
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey
Table A-2
Regional entry and exit rates for periods.
Period 1981-85 Period 1986-92
Gross rates Cyclical component Gross rates Cyclical component
Regions Entries Exits Entries Exits Entries Exits Entries Exits
Andalusia 5,37 7,10 21,1 67,9 8,12 7,54 11,0 46,4
Aragon 5,10 7,75 11,1 56,2 6,83 7,44 14,4 48,6
Asturias 3,97 9,35 18,1 89,0 6,16 5,93 22,1 46,2
Balearic Islands 4,79 7,43 39,6 102,6 6,01 8,92 25,9 51,6
Canary Islands 5,96 5,45 15,3 85,3 7,30 8,40 39,2 71,2
Cantabria 4,74 7,83 19,1 121,7 5,97 7,16 27,6 83,5
Castile-Leon 3,74 7,53 9,7 28,0 5,25 6,80 8,7 25,1
Castile-la Mancha 4,65 7,59 32,3 35,9 5,05 5,75 48,1 33,5
Catalonia 5,60 8,97 19,0 73,1 7,39 8,07 13,5 44,9
Valencia, 7,34 9,39 33,3 41,8 9,17 8,59 18,9 32,2
Estremadura 2,75 8,53 21,7 101,6 2,98 5,61 62,9 85,4
Galicia 4,34 10,60 29,0 32,6 5,31 4,71 14,7 35,8
Madrid 8,60 9,34 11,4 73,1 10,84 11,89 19,2 58,8
Murcia 5,12 9,01 30,9 91,4 9,08 7,85 14,3 58,6
Navarre 4,36 7,87 29,0 38,3 5,19 3,89 21,9 123,2
Basque Country 5,27 7,38 18,3 115,0 7,06 7,96 27,1 50,9
La Rioja 4,85 7,31 15,0 92,0 4,87 7,08 19,4 92,1
Spain 5,44 8,00 14,9 22,2 7,22 7,64 9,5 15,7
Note: The cyclical component expresses the normal standard deviation for the average of the period 1980-1992,
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey23
Table A-3
Turnover of industrial establishments according to size (1981-1992)
Establishments Entries Exits
         1981 Number % Number % GER Number % GXR
Less than 10 workers 126.480 76,00 5.223 88,30 4,0 10.370 66,89 7,9
10-19 workers 17.218 11,31 421 7,12 2,3 2.797 18,04 14,3
20-49 workers 13.126 8,60 226 3,82 1,6 1.998 12,89 13,4
50-99 workers 3.339 2,01 24 0,41 1,3 170 1,10 4,9
100-500 workers 3.024 1,82 17 0,29 0,7 142 0,92 4,5
More than 500 workers 412 0,25 4 0,07 0,5 25 0,16 5,8
Industry total 163.599 100,00 5.915 100,00 3,5 15.502 100,00 9,0
         1992
Less than 10 workers 109.918 77,11 7.445 87,30 6,6 10.344 81,31 9,2
10-19 workers 15.036 10,55 671 7,87 4,3 1.081 8,50 7,0
20-49 workers 11.537 8,09 317 3,72 2,6 1.077 8,47 8,8
50-99 workers 3.168 2,22 55 0,64 1,7 131 1,03 4,0
100-500 workers 2.618 1,84 39 0,46 1,5 66 0,52 2,5
More than 500 workers 276 0,19 1 0,01 0,3 22 0,17 7,4
Industry total 142.553 100,00 8.528 100,00 5,8 12.721 100,00 8,7
Note: GER is the gross entry rate and GXR is the gross exit rate.
Source: Registry of Industrial Establishments and Industrial Survey.24
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